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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Communication is in response to the Amendment filed 30 August 
2010. 

2. Claims 24-30, 33, 35, 36, 41-45, 48-54, 56-63, 65-72 and 76-79 are 
currently pending. In the Amendment filed 30 August 201 0, none of the claims 
are amended. This action is made Non-Final. 

3. The previously presented prior art rejections have been withdrawn. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 26 August 2010 
is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information 
disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

35 USC §101 - Clarifications 

5. It is noted that the claimed computer readable memory medium is 
considered to be represented by the disclosed computer. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 24-30, 33, 35-36, 41 -45, 48-54, 56-63, 65-72 and 76-79 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No 
6,427,032 to Irons et al (hereafter Irons) in view of US Patent 5,557,512 to 
Vanko et al (hereafter Van ko) in view of US Patent No 5,615,367 to Bennett 
et al (hereafter Bennett). 

Referring to claim 24, Irons discloses a method, comprising: 

receiving a succession of electronic documents into a computer document 
management system, wherein each of the succession of electronic documents is 
received at a corresponding point in time [scanning or imaging the documents] 
(see column 7, lines 52-67); and 

for each of at least a subset of the received electronic documents: 

the computer system generating a corresponding unique identifier 

[globally unique identifier] (see column 8, lines 30-64 and column 15, lines 

24-48); and 

the computer system storing, a respective plurality of attributes 
relating to the electronic document [meta-data] in each of a plurality of 
tables [indexes - the multiple indexes are considered to represent a 
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plurality of tables] accessible to the computer system, wherein at least one 
of the plurality of tables includes the generated unique identifier [unique 
global identifier] as one of its respective plurality of attributes, and wherein 
the generated unique identifier is usable to access each of the plurality of 
tables [the globally unique document identifier is used to effectively link 
the document image to the record in the database, facilitating later 
retrieval of the document image, typically via the indexes], and wherein at 
least one of the plurality of tables includes a first attribute containing 
information indicating a location of a physical document corresponding to 
the electronic document (see column 7, lines 34-51 ; column 8, lines 30-64 
and column 23, lines 39-41); and 

the computer system accessing the plurality of attributes [meta- 
data] for the electronic document in at least one of the plurality of tables 
using the corresponding unique identifier [globally unique identifier] for the 
electronic document (see column 6, lines 42-58 and column 8, lines 30- 
49). 

While Irons discloses assigning a globally unique identifier to the 
documents, Irons fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of the computer 
system wherein unique time-based identifier identifies a date and time of day 
corresponding to the point in time at which the electronic document was received 
by the computer system. Vanko discloses an electronic system for data entry 
(see abstract), including the further limitation of the computer system generating 
a corresponding unique time-based identifier identifying a date and time of day 
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that the electronic document was received by the computer system [the file 
name, recorded on May the third, 1994, at 3:09 pm, would be 940503.150] (see 
column 15, line 56 - column 16, line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize the concept of a unique time-based identifier representing 
the time a document is scanned into the system as disclosed by Vanko as the 
global identifier of Irons. One would have been motivated to do so since the 
identifier of Irons can be anything that identifies the document and a time-based 
identifier provides a unique identifier, which also supplies additional meta-data 
about the document. 

The combination of Irons and Vanko (hereafter Irons/Vanko) fails to 
explicitly disclose that the database is a relational database. Bennett discloses 
the management of data, including the further limitation of the use of a relational 
database (see column 8, line 65 - column 9, line 1 1 ; column 9, lines 48-67; and 
column 10, lines 14-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize a relational database of Bennett as the storage 
mechanism of Irons/Vanko. One would have been motivated to do so since a 
relational database is an SQL compatible database and according to Irons, the 
repository may be a SQL compatible database (see column 11, lines 45-59). 

Referring to claims 41, 48 and 56, the claims are rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 24. 
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Referring to claim 25, the combination of IronsA/anko and Bennett 
(hereafter IronsA/anko/Bennett) discloses the method of claim 24, wherein, for a 
given electronic document received by the computer system: a first of the 
plurality of tables is configured to store a plurality of attributes relating to an entity 
originating the given electronic document; and a second of the plurality of tables 
is configured to store a plurality of attributes relating to the location of a physical 
document corresponding to the given electronic document (Irons: see column 6, 
lines 25-58 and Bennett: column 8, line 65 - column 9, line 1 1 ; column 9, lines 
48-67; and column 10, lines 14-23). 

Referring to claims 43, 50, 51, 52 and 61, the claims are rejected on the 
same grounds as claim 25. 

Referring to claim 26, IronsA/anko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 

25, wherein a date and time of day at which a given electronic documents is 
received by the computer system corresponds to a date and time of day at which 
the first electronic document was created by imaging a physical document [the 
moment the OUTPUT button was activated] (Vanko: see column 15, line 56 - 
column 16, line 5 and Irons: see column 8, lines 30-64 and column 15, lines 24- 
48). 

Referring to claim 49, the claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 

26. 

Referring to claim 27, IronsA/anko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 

26, further comprising the computer system retrieving a given electronic 
document in the succession of electronic documents from the electronic storage 
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using the corresponding unique time-based identifier for the given electronic 
document; and wherein the time of day is specified by at least an hour value, a 
minutes value, and a seconds value (Vanko: see column 15, line 56 - column 16, 
line 5). 

Referring to claims 60 and 66-68, the claims are rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 27. 

Referring to claim 28, Irons/Vanko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 
24, wherein said receiving includes: receiving imaged electronic documents 
(Irons: see column 7, lines 58-61 ); and/or receiving computer generated 
electronic documents (Irons: see column 7, lines 62-64). 

Referring to claims 45, 58, 59 and 65, the claim is rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 28. 

Referring to claim 29, Irons/Vanko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 
28, wherein the imaged electronic documents include electronic documents that 
were created by imaging corresponding physical documents, wherein each 
corresponding physical document is marked with the corresponding unique time- 
based identifier after said imaging [prints and applies a label directly onto the 
paper-based document] (Irons: see column 13, lines 1-16). 

Referring to claim 30, Irons/Vanko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 
28, wherein the computer generated electronic documents include electronic 
documents received from one or more of the following sources: word processing 
programs, graphics programs, e-mail, facsimile transmissions [e-mail] (Irons: see 
column 7, lines 52-67). 
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Referring to claim 33, Irons/Vanko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 

24, further comprising: accessing a first electronic document stored in the 
storage system using a first unique time-based identifier, wherein the first unique 
time-based identifier corresponds to a first date and point in time of day when the 
first electronic document was received into the document management system 
[the file name, recorded on May the third, 1994, at 3:09 pm, would be 
940503.150] (Irons: see column 7, lines 34-51; column 8, lines 30-64 and column 
23, lines 39-41 and Vanko: see column 15, line 56 - column 16, line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize the concept of a unique time-based identifier representing 
the time a document is scanned into the system as disclosed by Vanko as the 
global identifier of Irons. One would have been motivated to do so since the 
identifier of Irons can be anything that identifies the document and a time-based 
identifier provides a unique identifier, which also supplies additional meta-data 
about the document. 

Referring to claims 42 and 57, the claims are rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 33. 

Referring to claim 35, Irons/Vanko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 

25, wherein: a third of the plurality of tables is configured to store a plurality of 
attributes relating to a task associated with the given electronic document; and a 
fourth of the plurality of tables is configured to store a plurality of attributes 
relating to the physical document that corresponds to the given electronic 
document, wherein an attribute in the fourth table includes a type of physical 



Application/Control Number: 10/667,401 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2167 

document (Bennett: see column 8, line 65 - column 9, line 1 1 ; column 9, lines 
48-67 and column 10, lines 14-23). 

Referring to claims 43, 53 and 62, the claims are rejected on the same 
grounds as claim 35. 

Referring to claim 36, Irons/Green/Payne discloses the method of claim 
35, wherein a fifth of the plurality of tables is configured to store a unique value 
for the given document, wherein the unique value is formed by a combination of 
a value of a first key of the first table and a value of a second key of the second 
table (Bennett: see column 8, line 65 - column 9, line 1 1 , column 9, lines 48-67 
and column 10, lines 14-23). 

Referring to claims 44, 54, 63 and 69-72, the claims are rejected on the 
same grounds as claim 36. 

Referring to claim 76, IronsA/anko/Bennett discloses the method of claim 
24, wherein a first of the plurality of tables includes the unique time-based 
identifier as an attribute, and wherein the first table is accessible using the unique 
time-based identifier as a primary key of the first table (Irons: see column 7, lines 
34-51; column 8, lines 30-64 and column 23, lines 39-41 and Bennett: see 
column 9, line 48-67). 

Referring to claims 77-79, the claims are rejected on the same grounds 
as claim 76. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Referring to Applicant's argument on pages 1 5-1 6 of the Remarks with 
regards to the argument that Irons is not prior art, the Examiner has now 
presented the rejections of the claims utilizing the parent application as 
requested by the Applicant. 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to the limitation of the unique time- 
based identifier identifying a time and a date on pages 17-18 of the Remarks 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

1 0. Referring to Applicant's arguments on page 1 9 of the Remarks with 
regards to the limitation of using the identifier to access each of the plurality of 
tables, the examiner respectfully disagrees that the rejection presented above 
fails to disclose this limitation. It is noted that in the arguments presented 30 
March 2010, the Applicant argues that support for this limitation can be found 
through the use of the primary and secondary keys. The examiner notes that this 
type of access is inherent in the use of a relational database. If the Applicant is 
interpreting this limitation in the manner that each table can be accessed utilizing 
the time/date identifier due to the fact that each table has a field for the time/date 
identifier, the priority date of the present application would be 9/23/2003 since 
none of the applications to which the present application claims priority to 
discloses that each of the tables has a time/date field. 



Application/Control Number: 10/667,401 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2167 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• US Patent No 7,720,805 to Martin, Jr titled "Sequential Upload 
Processing of IMS Databases" 

• US Patent No 5,666,490 to Gillings et al 

• US Patent No 5,344,132 to LeBrun et al 
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the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
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